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Executive Summary
ES 1. Overview
Over the past two months, MidAtlantic Solid Waste Consultants (MSW Consultants) has performed a systems-based review of solid waste management in the Mid-Conn region, for the purpose of identifying long-term solid waste disposal and management options.  To accomplish this review, MSW Consultants:

· Performed a survey of Mid-Conn Towns;

· Reviewed available waste generation, disposal, financial, and other publicly available data about the CRRA Mid-Conn Project;

· Toured waste processing and disposal facilities in the Mid-Conn region;

· Attended several legislative committee meetings on the Mid-Conn project;

· Researched governance options available to the Towns; and

· Researched other integrated waste management system structures that may provide insight to improvements available to the Mid-Conn Towns.

The 70 communities that are currently disposing of their waste at the CRRA’s Mid-Connecticut Project (Mid-Conn Towns) have a population of close to 1.2 million and generate approximately 2,700 tons per day of municipal solid waste.  Strictly from a size perspective, the Mid-Conn region can command market leverage that could enable the Mid-Conn Towns to collectively achieve an efficient, optimized integrated solid waste management system.  

ES 1.1. Existing Collection Systems and Funding Strategies
Our review of collection systems identified the following notable observations:

· Subscription Service:  The majority of municipalities (36 of the 61 that responded to our survey) require residents to subscribe with a private hauler for curbside collection.  However, the larger cities provide public or exclusively contracted collection, so 65 percent of the population is served by an exclusive service provider.  The subscription method tends to be an inefficient system with redundancies and misuse of resources due to duplication of services on single road or street.
· Automated Refuse Collection: Almost 80 percent of the Mid-Conn Town population is receiving automated or semi-automated refuse collection service. 
· Automated Recycling Collection – Automated recycling collection is frequently used for single stream collection service.  Only 6 percent of the Mid-Conn region population has access to fully or semi-automated collection systems for recyclables.  This suggests that recycling collection efficiency improvements are possible.  
· Commercial Collection:  Commercial refuse and recycling collection is almost entirely left to the private marketplace.  Other than licensing, the Towns generally have no role in the relationship between haulers and their commercial customers.  
· Solid Waste Funding:  Solid waste system funding is predominantly by General Fund transfers, millage and tipping fees paid at the Town transfer station.  Few Towns have direct billing for solid waste services.
ES 1.2. CRRA Mid-Conn Project

CRRA oversees the operation of numerous facilities on behalf of the Mid-Connecticut region that provides for an integrated municipal waste management system.
· CRRA operates the following facilities: 
· Material Processing Facility (MPF) that accepts loads of municipal solid waste and processes the waste into a Refuse Derived Fuel (RDF) that is incinerated in the adjacent RRF.
· Resource Recovery Facility (RRF) that converts the waste to energy through steam turbines.  The RRF for the Mid-Conn region is a 60 year old former coal fired plant.
· Four Transfer Stations are strategically located throughout the Mid-Conn region to reduce transfer distances for collection vehicles by consolidating loads into larger transfer trailers, for delivery to the CRRA processing facilities.  

· Material Recovery Facility (MRF) accepts commingled loads of containers and fiber (paper) and process the materials for sale to final and secondary recyclable commodity markets.  This plant recently was upgraded to accept single stream loads of recyclables where paper and containers are mixed in a single load.  

· Hartford Landfill has been an integral part of the CRRA overall system for the Mid-Conn region since its inception.   This facility received all ash generated by the RRF and non-processibles that by-passed the MRF processing.  Due to close December 31, 2008, CRRA will have to use an out-of-state landfill for ash and non-processibles.  Unfortunately for the Mid-Conn municipalities, this capacity does not include bulky waste and municipalities are now directly responsible for finding disposal outlets on their own.  
· CRRA is a large and complicated organization with complex financial management.  CRRA Mid-Conn financial data is challenging to review with data limited to what was available on the CRRA website and publicly released documentation.  Review of annual budgets show the overhead/administrative costs for the Mid-Conn region operations being in excess of $9 million per operating year.  
· CRRA administrative and overhead costs seem to be high relative to similarly sized solid waste management organizations.  The $9 million is well above, on a proportionate basis, what was observed for other large integrated waste management systems with RRF capacity that are included as case studies in this report.
CRRA appears to be over-allocating its administrative and overhead expenses to Mid-Conn Project.  While the Mid-Conn Project processes 41 percent of the total tons managed by CRRA; generates 67 percent of the kilowatt hours produced by the CRRA, and accounts for 52 percent of the total revenue generated by the CRRA., it appears they pay over 75 percent of the administrative and overhead costs of the CRRA annually.
ES 2. Governance Options

Under Connecticut law, there are a number of options for joint municipal action or management.  Note that although MSW Consultants is a professional services firm specializing in solid waste management issues, we do not employ attorneys and are not qualified to comment on the legality or legal appropriateness of these options.  Rather, the attempt is to summarize the options from a technical standpoint, focusing on their relative cost, accountability, administrative complexity, and flexibility to meet Town needs.
Table ES-1 summarizes the integrated waste management governance options that appear to be available to the Towns.
Table ES‑1 Solid Waste Management Governance Options

	Governance Option
	Description

	Status Quo
	Towns will be left with their own decision of whether or not to negotiate for re-upping with the CRRA at the conclusion of their current disposal agreement. This scenario assumes that there would be no formal agreements or governance bodies established.

	Joint Procurement, Separate Contracts
	This scenario captures the strategy used by the towns in the Southwest region in their negotiations with the CRRA Bridgeport project.  In this instance, the Town of Norwalk unilaterally established a budget and procurement plan to undergo procurement of a transfer station operation, transport, and disposal from the lowest cost qualified private market vendor.  Other regional Towns were invited to join the contract, but each town was responsible for contracting separately with the winning proposer.

	Shared Asset Agreement
	A shared asset agreement authorizes two or more municipalities to “jointly perform any function that each municipality may perform separately.”  In this scenario, participating Towns would presumably enter into a shared asset agreement for transfer, transportation, and disposal of wastes, once again jointly procuring the services from the private market through a Request for Proposals.

	Interlocal Agreement
	Interlocal agreements can be used for “refuse collection and disposal” as these are among the eligible services covered by such an agreement.  Authorization is required by each Towns’ legislative body, a public hearing, the creation of an interlocal advisory board staffed by a member from each participating Town, and the establishment of a range of governance procedures.  An example of this organizational structure can be found in the Bristol Resource Recovery Facility where the project exists between the vendor (Covanta) and the Bristol Resource Recovery Facility Operating Committee (BRRFOC).

	Municipal/Metropolitan District
	Municipal and metropolitan districts allow district members to perform any function the municipalities may perform separately.  Municipal districts are governed by a board consisting of two members appointed by each participating municipality, plus additional board members for every 5,000 population of participating municipalities.  Metropolitan districts require formation of a charter and establishment of an entire set of governance rules, and must be passed by a majority of voters to be enacted.

	Regional Solid Waste Management Authority
	Regional Solid Waste Management Authorities can be formed by participating municipalities creating a district, signing an interlocal agreement, or signing a mutual contract for a definitive period of time.  It appears that a key nuance of this option is the allowance for these authorities to provide for processing and disposal of wastes outside the authority boundaries.

	Regional Resources Recovery Authority
	Resource Recovery Authorities are authorized under the Connecticut General Statues § 7-273aa et seq., require a concurrent ordinance of founding members, which must determine the number of Authority members, the number of votes to be cast by each member, the method of determining member’s compensation (if any), the method of their appointment and removal, their terms of office.  Subsequent members may join under the terms and conditions set by the Authority.  Enables members to finance and own assets.


There are clearly a wide range of options available for Connecticut municipalities to join forces for the provision of municipal services.  However, the majority of these options appear to require relatively onerous processes to establish and administer.   For this reason, it appears that two options are of greatest interest to the Mid-Conn Towns:

· Joint Procurement, Individual Contracts:  This option would appear to be the simplest means by which some or all of the CRCOG or Mid-Conn Towns could procure services from the private market.
· RRA:  If the Mid-Conn Towns are truly interested in optimizing the existing solid waste management infrastructure that is already in place in the Mid-Conn Region, this would require the formation of a special entity to acquire these assets.

ES 3. Case Studies
MSW Consultants identified several case studies that illustrate integrated waste management governance at the state, regional, county, and town level.  While descriptions of each case study are contained in the full report and will not be repeated here, these case studies collectively support several important principles that suggest how to best establish successful systems that balance high service with low costs:

· The combination of state-level regulatory framework and local governance plays a huge role in establishing effective systems.  In states where the local government is both (a) relatively populous, such as a county, and (b) has been granted the ability to control sufficient waste flow to justify solid waste infrastructure development, solid waste management systems function effectively.  Connecticut, with its reliance on town-level rather than county-level governance, and with its complex framework for waste management, faces greater challenges than many other states.

· Where there is direct control of the solid waste organization by the underlying stakeholder (such as for an individual county), accountability is high which leads to good service at reasonable costs.
· Managing wastes based on intelligent procurement and contracting, assuming a reasonably competitive environment, is equally effective at meeting waste management needs as providing for the infrastructure through public organizations.

ES 4. Alternatives
There are many considerations that will lead to an optimized integrated solid waste management strategy.  MSW Consultants identified the following considerations that will be of great importance.
ES 4.1. Joint Participation by Towns
Any combination of Towns could theoretically join together for the purpose of aggregating waste flow and seeking disposal or processing.  All 70 municipalities working collectively would expectantly drive the most competitive pricing from the private market.  If not the entire 70 municipalities, then Towns considering a joint agreement should target a minimum of 500 tpd or more to gain interest and the potential for a viable private market solution for long term disposal.  Towns that group together should be contiguous, and smaller rural Towns should aggressively seek to join forces with larger suburban and urban towns to minimize their solid waste costs.  
ES 4.2. Negotiate with CRRA
Towns could opt simply to negotiate collectively with the CRRA to continue providing the same or similar services as the current arrangement.  Under this solution, there may be some opportunity to improve contractual terms with CRRA (i.e. get all-in disposal services including CRRA handling loads of bulky waste), but it is assumed that there would be minimal changes from the current service level in the absence of a compelling external catalyst, such as competition.  This scenario uses the strength of the Town’s united front in capturing a deal with CRRA that meets all the goals and objectives of the Mid-Conn municipalities.  

ES 4.3. Acquiring CRRA Infrastructure

If the Mid-Conn Towns are truly interested in optimizing the existing solid waste management infrastructure that is already in place in the Mid-Conn Region, this would require the formation of a special entity (RRF) to acquire and manage the operation of waste management assets.  It is not clear if CRRA would be willing to consider divesting itself of Mid-Conn Project assets to a newly created entity.
ES 4.4. Open Market Procurement

Mid-Conn Towns could seek long term disposal solutions by procuring such services (transfer station operations, transport, disposal, processing, etc.) from private sector providers through a competitive process.  In theory, the CRRA would act as one of many potential vendors that might provide a proposal under a competitive procurement.  Under this strategy, the Towns assume the role of contract managers and rely on the open market to provide solutions, but have no direct control over the processing and disposal infrastructure (other than through contract terms).

ES 4.5. Road Haul

Currently this is the only long haul method used in Connecticut for municipal solid waste.  While it is the goal of the State’s legislature to provide for the management of Connecticut municipal waste within the State’s jurisdictional boundaries, there is a group of municipalities in Southwestern CT that have contracted for road haul of municipal waste to out-of-state landfills.  In this instance, municipal waste is baled by the selected contractor, placed in plastic bags, loaded onto flat bed trucks and transferred to landfills in New York, Pennsylvania and Ohio for disposal.  The cost to bale, transfer and dispose was reported to be in the $60 to $70 per ton range, which is competitive with tipping fees charged at in-state RRF for municipal waste.
ES 4.6. Rail Haul
As shown in Figure ES-1, there are rail-enabled transfer stations in the Mid-Conn region that are currently utilized to process and transfer recyclable materials and construction and demolition waste (C&D).  With the difficulty in siting and permitting new landfill capacity in Connecticut, the value of loading waste materials onto rail cars and rail hauling to distant landfills is increasing.  More and more landfills in the United States are setting up to accommodate accepting material by rail, as it can be a much more cost efficient process than road haul that is heavily subject to fluctuations in fuel prices.  The infrastructure for this technology for municipal waste exists in the region but, would require additional permitting and modifications to existing operations to accommodate handling of municipal waste.  
Figure ES‑1 Map of Rail-Accessible Transfer Stations
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There are rail enabled landfills that can receive and dispose of wastes for $18 to $24/ton, as shown in Figure ES-2 below.
Figure ES‑2 Rail-Enabled Landfills
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The transportation costs from the Northeast region to these distant landfills allows cost-effective options for long term disposal.

ES 4.7. Collection Optimization

There are two main opportunities for improving the efficiency and reducing the cost of collection in the Mid-Conn region.

· Converting to Exclusive Collection:  The Towns that do not currently provide for exclusive collection (either with public collection crews or via contract) stand to decrease the cost of collection for their residents by implementing exclusive collection.

· Regional Collection:  Routing efficiencies available to regional collection systems would also be expected to reduce collection costs.
ES 4.8. Recycling Optimization

There are two main opportunities for improving recycling in the Mid-Conn region.

· Procurement of Processing Capacity:   Recyclables processing capacity should be procured similar to how disposal should be procured.  This is necessary to understand the different material revenues associated with dual stream and single stream recyclables.
· Establish Volume-based Pricing:  Volume based pricing has been shown to greatly increase diversion by establishing a financial incentive to recycle.  However, enacting volume-based pricing may require substantial changes to Town solid waste funding strategies.
ES 5. Recommendations
There are clearly a wide range of options available for Mid-Conn Towns to optimize their solid waste management system.  Primary recommendations are provided below. 
ES 5.1. Governance

If the Towns are primarily interested in solving only the long term disposal issue, then it would seem that the Norwalk procurement model would be the easiest to pursue. 

Conversely, if the Towns are truly interested in establishing an organization that can implement a disciplined, accountable, integrated system that employs best practices and optimized technology in all phases of waste management, then it would appear that the formation of a Mid-Conn RRA is warranted, followed by pursuit of management control of integrated solid waste system assets.

ES 5.2. Long Term Disposal

Once the governance issue is determined, there appear to be a clear set of steps that should be pursued to secure disposal capacity:

· Define Service Requirements:  Develop a draft contract with terms and conditions approved by the Towns, for long term solid waste disposal including transfer and transportation.  In short, define what kind of system you want.
· Engage CRRA:  It seems reasonable to request a comprehensive, long term proposal from CRRA to see if this already established organization can continue to be the Mid-Conn service provider for the foreseeable future at a rate comparable to the $62/ton offered for next year (with reasonable, transparent annual rate increases).
· Procure from the Open Market:  If CRRA cannot or will not provide a workable long term solution in writing, proceed to issue an RFP to interested private vendors for disposal (including transfer station operations, transportation, and final disposal). 
ES 5.3. Collection Optimization
There are two primary opportunities to improve the collection of wastes and recyclables in the Mid-Conn Region:

· Establishing exclusive collection programs will immediately reduce collection costs and provide greater municipal control of recycling, which will be critical if the State is going to achieve a 58 percent diversion rate.

· Investigate cooperation among two or more Towns to implement multi-jurisdiction or regional curbside collection.  Regional collection systems will impart benefits of better economies of scale, as well as more efficient routing.
ES 5.4. Recycling Optimization

There are several steps that should be taken to fully evaluate the opportunities to improve recycling within the Mid-Conn Region.

· The Mid-Conn Towns should jointly investigate a long-term (5-year to 7-year) agreement for processing recyclables.  The market for recyclables processing is similar to the market for disposal, and market solutions should be explored for both dual stream and single stream processing.

· Mid-Conn Towns should obtain full control of recycling collection, through either public or contract collection.  Only with municipal control will the Towns have a chance to achieve significantly higher recycling rates.
· Explore volume-based pricing, which gives a financial incentive to residents to recycle.  This will require many Towns to reconfigure their solid waste revenue mechanisms.
ES 6. Conclusion
Despite the apparently daunting challenges that lay ahead, in reality the Mid-Conn Region has numerous opportunities to improve waste management for its Towns.  Doing so will require commitment to several basic principles:

· Control and Accountability Leads to Optimization:  From an organizational standpoint, establishing a Mid-Conn solid waste management entity that is directly accountable to the Mid-Conn Towns and also has the organizational control (charter and mission, management and technical expertise, procurement power, financial flexibility) to optimize the system will win out over all other options towards serving the Towns’ financial and service needs within the context of the Connecticut SWMP.

· Bigger is Better:  The more Towns willing to bundle their waste flows or customer bases prior to procuring a service, the better the resulting proposals will be.

· Use Market Forces:  The Northeast region private market has evolved sufficiently such that there are multiple qualified, financially secure vendors that are capable of providing any of the transfer, transportation, disposal, or processing needs of the entire Mid-Conn Region.  This market should be leveraged to provide the Towns with a true picture of the best available pricing for various services.

Despite the current disposal contracts not expiring until 2012, the Mid-Conn Region should initiate the decision making process immediately to provide sufficient lead time to enact the recommendation contained in this report.  There will almost certainly be unforeseen obstacles, so longer lead time is appropriate.
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